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ABSTRACT 
There has been a substansial body of evidence to relate trust as an important component to business trends.  The study 
of trust has been exponentially discussed in various forms and context which expands across broad fields and sciences. 
This paper aims to provide additional rationale and foundational support for the advancement of knowledge pertaining to 
trust and its relation to the adoption of open innovation. Based from the literature review, this paper view trust from the 
light of adoption of innovation studies to better understand how it can best used to measure the readiness to adopt open 
innovation. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
Innovation has always been associated to uncertainties, making it a viable field that needs to be constantly 
enhanced to ensure a novel product or service that will help businesses to grow, compete and excel. Uncertainty 
on the other hand, is coupled to the notion of trust, where evidence from past studies has managed to explain 
the relationship between the two in various perspectives coming from the broad area of sciences.   
The advancement of technology such as crowdsourcing, social media, web applications has created a paradigm 
shift for innovation to move towards a more open platforms known as “open innovation” where collaborations 
becomes the major ingredients to succeed in innovation.  To stand out, company must be able to leverage not 
only the internal strength but also to work on join-effort with other experts outside. Open innovation prioritizes 
“joint efforts from in-house capabilities and possible outsourcing or combination of several input paths during 
the product or service development” (Rahman, 2010).   
Trust is often argued to be an essential component in successful collaborative networks. The concept of trust 
has become popular in public debate and academic analysis for many years. This paper will review the past studies 
and analyze the relations of trust to open innovation.  The main focus is to look at the role of trust exists between 
the collaborative parties within the open innovation boundaries. In doing so , the paper analyze literatures 





2. OPEN INNOVATION 
Companies’ innovation activities demanded critical uplifting which requires a new dimension of strategy widely 
known as “open innovation”.  The term which has been proposed as a new paradigm for the management of 
innovation (Chesbrough, 2003a; Gassmann, 2006) is defined as “the use of purposive inflows and outflows of 





respectively” (Chesbrough et al., 2006).  The concept has tremendously being debated in the world of innovation 
management as well as in multiple other disciplines such as business, economics and sociology and has since 
captures the interest of both academic and practitioners.  Scholars have acclaimed that the activities which were 
highlighted in the open innovation process (Chesbrough 2003a, 2003b, 2003c) have long been adopted by many 
companies over the decades; making it clear that the root of open innovation is very tied up to the history 
(Huizingh, 2010; Dahlander and Gann, 2010).  In the business context, open innovation can be understood by 
the activities of collaborating with external partners, be it suppliers, customers, universities, government or major 
industry players and involves innovation activities such as knowledge sharing (Abouzeedan and Hedner, 2013); 
technology exploration and exploitation (Lichtenhaler, 2010; 2010; Kane and Alavi, 2007; Hoang and 
Roathaermel, 2010; Stettner, Aharonson and Amburgey, 2014), commercialization etc.  
The realm of open innovation lays on two facets namely “outside in” and “inside out” where both aspects 
respectively explained the nature of the open innovation concept.  “Outside in”  denotes the aspects of bring in 
ideas and technologies from the outside into the organization’s own innovation process, whereas the “inside out” 
is about bringing out the un- and under-utilized ideas and technologies (Chesbrough, 2011) from within the 
organization to external parties to be taken and combined into their innovation process. Perkmann and Walsh 
(2007) through their study analyzed the flow and characteristics of collaborative efforts between universities and 
industries via the open innovation perspective in which they identified on the existence of differences between 
the issues across the industries and the academic evidence. 
In the light of business practitioners, open innovation has been implemented in hundreds of companies 
incorporating into their respective business models and innovation processes.  Among the big names with strong 
open innovation efforts are GE, LEGO, General Mills, Philips, P&G, Unilever, Shell, Nokia and an ongoing list. 
From the scholars’ point of view, although the study of open innovation has tremendously being researched in 
various platforms and fields of knowledge, so far being it has mainly been centered to large, high-tech multinational 
enterprises (MNEs) which mainly focused on in-depth interviews and case studies (e.g. Hossain, 2013; Vrande et 
al., 2009; Chesbrough, 2003a; Kirschbaum, 2005). Few studies have demonstrated the existence of open 
innovation in smaller organizations such as small-and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) (Rahman & Ramos, 2012, 
Parida et al., 2012; Lee et al., 2010; Gassman, Enkel and Chesbrough, 2010; Henkel, 2006) which mainly focus on 
very specific industries and on specific issues rather than the full open innovation model (e.g. Laursen and Salter, 
2006; Chesbrough, 2002) and therefore, the needs to study the concept to fit the SMEs’ pattern is utterly crucial 
(Vrande et al., 2009; Hossain, 2013). 
 
3. TRUST 
Innovation, inherently is a risky process, and collaborating with external partners whom needs and wants varies 
among each other throughout the innovation process will add further complications. Trust by definition as 
reffered to Mayer et. al (1995), is the “willingness of one party to be vulnerable to the actions of another party  
in favor for a certain actions”. In open innovation, where activities involves building successful networks among 
partners, the quality of the economic relationship (Olkonen, Tikanen and Alajoutsijärvi; 2000) and between 
participating firms is an important agenda. In an  
In open innovation, where companies engaged with external partners for various innovation reasons, partners 
with innovation issues try to find formulas from the orther partners who is seen and percept as being capable to 
assist in the problem solving.  The study by Graser et al. (2005) and Grudweski et al. (2008) places trust as an 
important aspect that needs to be measured to rationalize the collaborative performance. As trust is also viewed 
from the perspective of control in the light of reciprocity and conditional cooperation which brings along mutual 
benefits among the collaborative parties, the study intend to highlight a few dimensions explored under the open 








The study of trust in open innovation or collaborative networks can further be analyzed by the characteristics of 
trust.  Lin (2011) uses the concept of knowledge-based trust in reference to perceived competence, benevolence 
and integrity, together with the innovation attributes in which the study proves to have significant affects to the 
adoption of mobile banking. Ciesielska and Iskoujina (2012) characterize trust as political trust and expert trust.  
Political trust is defined as the “trust towards the organization that its declarations and presentations will be 
followed by coherent actions” and expert trust is referred to as trust given to a person who is believed to be 
“professionally capable of providing quality solutions for given or taken tasks”. The study, which focuses on the 
on-line communities of collaborators, claims that both trust are equally important for business organizations 
switching from the closed innovation paradigm towards open innovation.  
In another perspective, Ratnasingam (2013) brought forward the importance of three types of trust namely 
competence, predictability and goodwill trust that she relates has significant relationship to the innovation 
process. Competence trust according to Ratnasingam is the trust to the other partner’s capability judged from 
their knowledge, expertise and everything related to the expectation. This concept is also supported by Etlinger 
(2003) who refers to the same type of trust as emotive or capacity trust.  Predictability trust, on the other hand, 
is related to the dependency to the other partner’s constancy in the quality of performance and services provided 
which is integral for the expectation assurance to the future performance and act as a ‘bonding’ agent between 
respective collaborative parties in a particular project (Costa e Silva, 2012; Schimitz, 1999; Skytt and Winter, 
2011). Goodwill trust which is also referred to as relationship trust explain itself by referring to the firm’s effort 
to seek support from the other partner who are percept as being honest, caring and displays benevolence criteria.  
This is in line with a few other studies such as Williams (2007) who highlighted the importance of building a 
genuine trust through emotion management among cooperating individuals and  Meng (2012) emphasizes on the 
lack of relationship trust among ‘project partners’ could deteriorate the performance and desired outcome.  
 
3.2 INNOVATION PERFORMANCE 
Trust has long been researched in relation to innovation performance (Lai, Chen, Chiu and Pai, 2011; Carter and 
Belanger, 2005; Brentani, 2001; Egbu, 2004; Ottenbacher and Gnoth, 2005; Dogson, 1993).  The study by Lai et 
al., for instance, look into the impact of collaborating relationship between supplier, customer and third party on 
product design and market performance and concludes that the involvement of each respective partners carries 
different weight in ensuring the innovative performance and when the dyadic trust level is high among partners, 
the better the innovative performance. Similarly, Wang, Yeung and Zhang (2011) in their study to measure the 
performance among the Chinese manufacturing firms found a positive relationship between trust and innovation 
performance. Another study by Hung et. al. (2011) for instance, bring forward the issue of Total Quality 
Management (TQM) and its relation to innovation performance in which the study highlighted on trust and 
knowledge sharing as the antecedents to organizational learning which mediates the TQM success. 
When measuring open innovation performance, there has been evidence that although the measurements of the 
existing open innovation practices are still highly debated by the major industry players, satisfaction among large 
firms on the open innovation performances is positively correlated with the support by the top management 
(Chesbrough, 2013). This can be further supported by Gassman et al. (2010) when they study the future of open 
innovation and underline nine perspectives to view pass, current and future trends in the literature.  Highlighting 
from some past literature, the study expose the importance of building trust, generating new knowledge and 
dealing with low reciprocity commitment among team members to ensure successful open innovation 
performance. 
 
3.3 ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXT 
The organizational context of trust and its relation to open innovation can be explained from the organizational 





strengthen the interorganizational relationship among the trustors and trustees which result to a lower 
transaction cost and lead to the creation of new ideas. Building a trustful environment (Westergren and 
Holmstrom, 2012) within the organizational context is critical for knowledge sharing culture to take place. 
Trustful environment includes a conducive organizational climate to embrace innovation together with the 
experts in knowledge and the help of resourceful use of information technology (IT).   
For open innovation to take place, governance mechanism (Bughin, Chui and Johnson, 2008), is vital to facilitate 
the open innovation system beginning from the co creation of ideas up until the production of final output or 
services.  Drawing the conclusion from a few major case studies of  Sun Microsystem and Mozilla Foundation, 
the study by Bughin et al. also emphasize how clear directions, leadership and transparent process to maintain 
cohesive mission help to build trust and resolve conflicts among participating members of projects. While the 
study of trust and its relation to leadership and good governance has been exponentially researched in the 
organizational behavioral literature, it is still interesting to investigate how it is connected to open innovation. 
Huizingh (2011), in his attempt to explore the understanding of open innovation concept, bring forward the study 
by Chiaroni et al. (2010) which highlighted on the state of organizational change a firm needs to adapt when 
moving from the closed innovation to open innovation business model.  The study, according to Huizingh 
underlined four organizational dimensions (inter-organizational networks, organizational structures, and 
evaluation process and knowledge management systems) as the important pillars a firm needs to put in place to 
smoothen the change process. 
 
3.4 KNOWLEDGE SHARING 
Trust is also considered as the facilitator to knowledge sharing (Ishaya and Macaulay, 1999; Jarvenpaa and Leidner, 
1999; Faraj and Wasko, 2001; Colins and Smith, 2006).  Quoting the study by Steil, Barcia and Pacheco (1999), 
Ciesielska and Iskoujina (2012) addrressed the importance of promoting the socialization activities among online 
communities to enable knowledge sharing. Trust is not a straightforward clear phenomenon. It has to be built 
and nurtured progressively along the innovation process.  The same study by Ciesielska and Iskoujina (2012), also 
bring forward the highlights from Sztompka, (1999) which indicates that a trust-building process in any given 
setting (environment), can be develop by recognizing and differentiating the various targets of trusts which are 
often mutually interdependent.   
Knowledge has become an important resource in the post-industrial society (Bell, 1973) and so is attention 
towards the role of organizational knowledge and its relation to the development of knowledge workers (Savino, 
2009). In a study by Gould (2012), where he highlighted a few issues pertaining to knowledge sharing in an open 
platform where collaborative partners gain access to information and knowledge of other partners making it 
vulnerable to knowledge leakage. This is in line with study by Lichtenthaler and Frishammar (2011) and Mohamed 
et al. (2007) which support the same view by emphasizing on the decision in knowledge sharing can increase the 
risk in a competition and that knowledge leakage can be viewed as either positive or negative.  Mohamed et al. 
further conclude that in the light of open innovation, the knowledge leakage can be understood as positive as it 
is in line with the open innovation goal and can be explained as part of the open innovation process. 
 
3.5 INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY (IT) 
Lack of trust leads to unexpected displacement innovation activities and breeds suspicion among participating 
partners, which debilitate commitment, time, cost and effort. In the situation of interdependence, trust function 
as a mean to reduce uncertainty (Moran and Hoy, 2000).   In an article by Zeffane, Tipu and Ryan (2011), trust 
and commitment is reported to function hand-in-hand and they are forged and maintained through effective 
communication.  Thus, building a transparent communication climate between the open innovation communities 
(Chesbrough and Appleyard, 2007) becomes a managerial imperative. For years, IT has assist in automating and 





in open innovation, effective IT platforms must be put in place to support human interactions and human decision-
making. 
Similarly, Wikhamn and Wikhamn (2013), has also highlight on the importance of IT as one of the main driver to 
boost open innovation.  Highlighting on two major perspective of the firm and the ecosystem, the study conclude 
that the importance of IT can be explained from two major areas which are the organizing mechanism and the 
value generation mechanism. Firm percepts organizing mechanism as the internal dynamic strength and its relation 
to the environment while the ecosystem sees it as a collective and cross boundary aspects of innovative work. 
Conversely, in the value generation mechanism, firms percept technology exploration and exploitation strategy 
for open innovation strategy while the ecosystem-perspective look at collective effort in creating value among 
the collaborative partners.   
The relations between trust and IT have long been explored in various literatures and the advent of the Internet 
technology has add various gaps that has been researched and continually be studied.  McKnight (2005) address 
three types of trust which is similar to the trust of counterparts (collaborative partners) and is applicable to 
develop trust in IT namely 1) trusting belief; 2) trusting intentions; and 3) trusting behavior.   
Using a case study of a collaboration project between Nokia and GNOME, Ciesielska and Iskoujina (2012), 
highlighted on two types of trust namely the political trust and the professional trust, which according to them 
is crucial to ensure success in online communities working together in an open sources platform. 
 
4. CONCLUSION 
This paper defines the concept of trust and its relation to the study of open innovation and collaborative networks 
by reviewing the literature studies pertaining to the area and determining the common dimensions existed in 
them. The dimensions to the study of trust in the light of open innovation and collaborative networks are 
identified as trust characteristics, innovation performance, organizational context, and knowledge sharing and 
information technology. This dimensions is important in building interest to look at trust as an important 
component to study open innovation.  Ciesielska and Iskoujina (2012) study denotes trust as a key success factor 
in open innovation and suggest that emperical investigations of trust need to be analyzed at different levels to 
formulate different solutions to trust related problems.  To be aware on the impact of trust on the quality of the 
interactions between the collaborative partners and how it impacts on the innovation activities, the firm’s trust 
within the innovation process (Ratnasingam, 2013) needs to be further investigated. 
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